Germany, Austria's nanny 
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The political stereotype that Austrian politicians are inclined to emulate any significant 
political decision made by Germany has been a long-standing joke among Austrians. 
However, there was a brief period during the COVID-19 pandemic when former Chancellor 
Sebastian Kurz accused the German Federal Government of copying his country's 
lock-down easing plan. But Kurz was an exception, an Austrian “Trump Junior’, as some 
left-wing inner circles call him, due to his “one step ahead” approach to governance. 


It has become increasingly apparent that the stereotype is more accurate than many are 
willing to acknowledge as federal elections in Austria approach and the major political parties 
attempt to wrest potential electors from the ascending FPO. 


Consider the most recent instance of deportations to Afghanistan. Austrian leaders have 
responded with a predictable chorus of support in response to Germany's decision to 
recommence deportations to Afghanistan despite the Taliban's brutal regime. Chancellor Kar! 
Nehammer promptly endorsed the German initiative, while Herbert Kickl, the leader of the 
FPO, urged Austria to take similar measures, lamenting that they were "long overdue." In 
contrast, the NEOS party expressed astonishment that Austria, which prioritises 
independence and decisiveness, had not yet implemented such a policy. 


Given the above positions from the right, centre-right, and liberal parties, one wonders what 
OVP, FPO, and NEOS have been doing regarding mass immigration in Austria since Kurz 
took power in 2017. But | digress. 


However, what is the rationale for Austria emulating Germany's approach? Nehammer and 
others have asserted that Austria is "well-coordinated" with Germany and its allies as if this 
alone explains their lack of initiative. Nevertheless, the evidence indicates that Austrian 
politicians are more at ease following the lead of others than establishing their own course. 


Critics may contend that coordination with Germany is essential for practical reasons, 
particularly when addressing border control issues, especially since the two countries are 
Schengen Area members. Nevertheless, this argument is rendered ineffective when the 
broader implications are considered. Austrian democratic institutions should be able to 
independently assess their policies and take action, particularly in critical areas such as 
national security, border control and asylum policy. 


Additionally, the Austrian government's enthusiasm to emulate Germany's approach without 
engaging in a robust debate underscores a more significant issue within Vienna's 
contemporary political culture. Politicians seem reluctant to participate in the intricate, 
occasionally contentious discussions essential for genuine leadership, perhaps intending to 
sound politically current for the urban typical left-wing Viennese and Grazer electorate and 
mass media. This approach makes the Austrian political establishment appear to be content 
to allow Germany to make the difficult decisions, thereby absolving itself of responsibility for 
stricter measures they may later implement; after all, when the big neighbour nanny does it, 
it is easier to justify with the need for a coordinated approach. 


Nevertheless, the German nanny's influence extends beyond immigration and asylum 
policies; it also manifests in media investigations and homeland security. Take, for instance, 
the startling revelations from a recent RTL undercover report, which revealed a disturbing 
increase in neo-Nazi sentiments within certain Austrian circles, admiration for genocide, and 
Holocaust denial. Why were German journalists the ones to expose these dangerous 
elements festering within Austrian society, rather than Austrian journalists, despite the risk 
and labour involved? 


German journalists infiltrated extreme-right circles in Austria for four months, revealing 
appalling statements that glorified the Holocaust and called for a genocide similar to 
Srebrenica. It is not surprising that these revelations have incited outrage and have led to 
investigations by Austrian authorities. However, the reality is that this depravity was only 
revealed by a German media outlet. What was the media presence in Austria? What was the 
reason for the necessity of a foreign investigation to disclose the full extent of these hazards 
within Austria's borders? Why were not these groups identified and dismantled by agents of 
the Austrian Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution and Counterterrorism and 
courts of law? 


The resurgence of far-right ideologies is particularly disquieting due to the failure of Austrian 
media and constitutional authorities to investigate and report on it. The press's function in a 
democracy is to inform the public, investigate threats to societal order, and hold authority 
accountable. However, in this case, the Austrian media has been reduced to merely 
reproducing the work of German correspondents. 


Given the above, one must ask if Austrian journalists are too content or too incentivised to 
solely report a bubbly, politically correct and picture-perfect untouched Alpine society (as in 
ServusTV's_ picture-perfect docu-series Heimatleuchten) rather than dealing with the 
rottenness of a country’s political elite that spends more time the blaming game rather than 
taking leadership, as some of its Danubian neighbours when it comes to pressing issues? 


This dependence on external actors was also seen when the US Secret Service alerted 
Austrian authorities to security threats on Taylor Swift’s tour. One must be reminded that 
Austrian authorities would not have identified domestic terrorists without US intelligence. 
This undermines the integrity of Austria's national institutions and diminishes Austria's 
sovereignty at all levels. 


Additionally, the unwillingness of Austrian authorities to independently address the increase 
in far-right extremism until RTL's investigation, therefore permitting the rampant 
dissemination of these dangerous ideologies, is troubling as they pose a direct threat to the 
democratic values that underpin Austrian society as an EU member state. If left 
unchallenged, like extreme left, these ideologies have the potential to acquire momentum, 
resulting in further radicalisation, potential violence and societal division. 


Steps in the correct direction taken too late include the calls for harsh legal consequences 
and the consideration of banning the Identitarian Movement from Austria’s current political 
leaders, such as the Greens and the OVP. 


Austria's demographics are undergoing a rapid transformation, which exacerbates the 
challenges it is currently encountering. The fabric of Austrian society is evolving at a velocity 


that many find difficult to reconcile with the traditional values and expectations of the country, 
as a quarter of its residents now come from a migrant background. The Austrian 
government's policies and the requirements of its native population are in tangible tension as 
a result of the influx of asylum seekers and the demographic shift. The government's 
emphasis on conforming to Germany's immigration policy may be perceived as an effort to 
preserve regional harmony; however, it raises significant concerns regarding prioritising the 
interests of new arrivals or long-standing citizens. 


Also, the situation becomes more intricate when the plight of Austrian nationals who have 
chosen to reside abroad is considered. Although nearly 10% of Austrians live outside the 
country, they encounter substantial obstacles due to Austria's restrictive citizenship laws. 
These expatriates are frequently forced to make difficult decisions, which often results in 
their alienation from their homeland due to their inability to obtain dual citizenship. This 
policy complicates their lives abroad and discourages them from actively participating in 
Austria's democratic processes despite their right to vote. Their disconnection is further 
exacerbated by the inefficiency of postal voting, particularly in Europe, which makes it 
increasingly challenging for them to participate in the country's governance. 


This disconnect also affects the broader electorate in Austria, as many individuals believe 
that their government is more focused on international coordination than on addressing the 
domestic challenges that ordinary Austrians are experiencing. The Otto 
Normalverbraucher—the average Austrian Joe—may experience feelings of neglect as the 
government allocates resources and attention to asylum seekers. The perceived 
prioritisation of non-citizens over nationals, the concerns regarding the welfare of their 
children and elderly parents, and the strains on public services are becoming more 
prevalent. 


One cannot help but wonder: Are Austrian elected politicians governing or using the federal 
institutions to serve their interests and ego while alienating the common Austrian who sees 
the country helping asylum seekers more than the Otto Normalverbraucher? 


